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T;\eraper discnsses the telationshipobetneen

. language proficiencr and anﬁllzqence. In particular, the -paper is -
concerned vith fhe elements of ‘iftelligence testing which creep into

. tests desighed to determine -language proficieacy, and ‘the
proliferation of testing of, all types and.the kinds of
interpretations made of these tests., Particular reference is made to
-the non-native adult speaker of Bnglish who is frequently subject to

these types of tests. Mative-speaker data indicate that the reading
section of the Test of English as a Foreign Lanqnage'?Toer) ptesent§

difficulty for the native. and non*native speaker of English alike,
- and that both groups find this section +the most difficult of the
- test. A coaparison of BFL and Graduate cord Exaaination (GRE)
scores for foreign students applying for admisgion to Texas A&H.
.- _University did not.show a very high correlation. A Svedish.study -
.- which attempted to exan#pe the relationship betueen ptoficiency in

: English as a . second language and various intelliyence factors was
also unable to find hiq’ correlation between the two types of test.

Indications ate-that the GRE and similar tests are not apptOptiate
for determining second language proficiency. More investigat;pn is .
needed of the relationship betveen language ,and intelligenge; in
particnlat. joint research on this gquestion by linguists, S
.psycholoqists, and measureaent specialists is needed. (Author/lu)
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_ The purpose of this paper, \as the title indicates, 1s to raise a.
~question. And, @8 18 the case in many instances where questions are’
raised, there is often no.promise of a satisfactory answer. But such a
situation, while oftan intellectually unaatisfying, seems appropriate-in
this case. Since the theme of this con;erence focuses bn f§0ntiera o

* the field of language proficiency testing and dominance, it would appear
ip~order to raise issues which, at least until recently, have been on the * -
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borders of at least two complemgntary fields' of inquiry:

linguiatics ’

and psychology.

Merg specifically, to focus on one -of the principal CoaR e

. «points .of emphasis at-this conference, it would appear both logical and ' ‘e

>
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necessary to diacua??the relationahib between language pra‘iciency and
intelligence.

1 do not propose, however, to present any suggested models for what --

* this relationship might be.

Nor “do I pretend

to evaluate any such models -

which- may already have been developed.

On the contrary, my remsrks stem .

from two concerns, one theoretical and one Very practical. farmer
refers to my own curiosity concerming the elements of intelligence eval-_.
‘'uation which creep into tests designed .to determine language proficiency. ‘
The’ latter refers, to my concern over' the proliferation of ‘testing of ald
types and the eventual conflicting and -sometimes carekess interprétations
vhich are made of - test results by counselors, advisors and administrdtors
in general. Perhaps some knowledge gained-on the first point will,help
to aolve some of the diffitulties concerned with the second.

I will not be cdncerned in this’ paper .with the relationship of
i telligence to language in children. #though we are ¥Yar from any clear
answers as to what this relationship might be, enough has been written
"on-this subject’ to at least- point the way toward resolving some of thé
, most immediate problems in this domain. What I shall discuss is the
qUeetion of language testing and intelligence testing as they relate to
Adults intc second language context. In particular,'I ghdll be con-,

* cerned with the interplay of these factors.for those non-native apeakera

* af English'who are most’ frequently subject .to these types of stesting:
foreign students in English medium insfPtutions of higher learning, our
own colleges and univeraitiea.

At least ‘one other paper presented at this #onferencé has investi-
gated- tHe role:of larguage proficiency 4in intelligence tests (Oller).
The first of my two-part question raises somewhat:the opposite point:

_What is the role of intelligence in language proficiency tgg)ing? Be-’
cause of my acquaintance with the Test of English as a Foreign ‘Language -
CTOEFE) and my role as a member of thé TOEFL research committee, many of
iy remarks will stem from a knowledge of current studies relating to that
" test. Many of these studies are not yet complete and others are yet to
be implemented but even looking at what queationa are being inveatigated
should raise some interesting points for discussion. °

R The first study, the only one for which we have some actual data,’
inveatigatea the performance of native and non-native speakers on the
TOEFL test. The assumption underlying Dost foreign language. tests, _
including TOEFL, is that the items inlcuded should represent’ features o
within the competence of all native speakers of the ldnguage, In the:.
case of TOEFL, which is used to measure the English proficiency of non-
native speakera aeeking adniahion to post-secondary academic instigutions,
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appropriate for all "educated" native speakers of ‘English.
pretation of the word “educated” is perhaps the source ofsome of the
problems we shall discuss. But basically, what.is intended in such at
test is that it would present no dif¥iculty to native speakers of the
same age and &ducational level as those being tested.

Only limited research has been done tg validate bhlqézfatqment..

- . - » . .\ . . ° ‘\
a further restriction, however, is-that the level\%éclanguage would be®

One study by ngoff and Shéton (1971) did show that native. speakers did

not seem to have any difficulty with .the items on the test. But hecause

' no dnalysis of items was done’ as part of this study. and’ also because a

-
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new form of TORFL had beén.designed which included -certain more func-

. "donally oriented items types in Poth the listening comprehens on and .
:}eading section, a ney study was proposed by the TOEFL research\committee-
‘. early in 1976. .The subjects for, this study were 88 copllege-bound high-

school’ seniors, all of whom were native speakers of English and who had
little or no exposure ‘to foreign languages beyond some limited high
school courses. The results of\that limited study raise some .questions
which relate to our topic of language and intelligence. . .

- The_assump%lon once again was that the college bound
would have no difficulty with the test.,

speakers \seemed to show that the new "mini-galk“\1tems“were*inse diffi-
cult than expected. {le the total scores achieved in the study indi-
cated that the native speakers did well on the test as a whole with

mean raw scores of 134.4 and 134.9 on the 150 item ‘test compared to the
non-natige speakers’' mean raw scores of 89.6 and 86.5 respectively, the

listening tomprehension section posed almost no d;fficulty for the native,

speakers (Clark). Only 3 of 100 items on the two forms of this Section
of the test had a pass tate below 80%: , RN '

. In the Structure and Written Expression sectkion, however, 22 itefts
of the 80 on the two forms of the test had below 80Z pass rates. for the
native speakers. Mogt:of these were on the error recogqition‘items and
déalt with points such as noun-verb ai?eement, informational redundancy
and parallelism. To find so many cases of native’speaker‘e:rors is
probably surprising. The pessimists ‘- (or perhaps we shawld say realists)
critics of the cutrent status-of, thg American ed@mational system

."would no doubt simply.cite this as confirmation of the sad state of our

I 3
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pupils' ability to use staggerd written English. o

The Reading amd.Vocabulary seation, however, raises more serious
problems. Here,.22 out of 120 items on the two forms of the test had
pelow 802 correct rates for ‘the native speakers. Eight- of these were
vocabulary items and althbough aqad:such as "'broach" and "raze" might be
explained on Ehg.basis of low fr@quency, others such as "scope and

""do not., ‘It is[inﬁfﬁe reading section where we begin to

find an apparent ‘confliyt ‘between factors of language and intelligence.
Six of the items. in%question dealt 5itthactual information but the
particular passages were later found to deal partly with abstract .
concepts. ¢ Three others were gsentefice restatement type items.” But the

remafning five items with less than 80% correct rates were found to be,

based on passage Buymmarization or* interpretation. This ts even more
significarnt when we note that none of the i}ye had pass rates near 80X
(the range was from 67.44% to as low as 35/(56%).

represenfed -one half of the dumber of this type on the two sections of

v
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The inter- Y

native spépkers\
One area of uncertainty, however,
was the listening odmprehension section where pre-testimg with non-fabive

Also these five items
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the test. learly, the’ reading items o\\this ‘type on .the test presented T
an unusual amount of difficulty for the hative speakers who took the : .
test. \\ . : ‘
. . A closer look at the reading items ch proved to be the most
difficult showed ‘that they contained stated snts such as "it can be N\

inferred, the autho? assumed,' or-'the authbr would- be most likely to
agrté" The performance of méntal processes|which focus on inference
and evaluation may indeed be part of what re.earchers view as "'reading"
but the fact remains that language tests can je constructed without
including such items. The choice of doing so \should probubly best be
made after considering native-speaker data suq\ as those we have just
discussed. But a large part of such dec¢isions yould require-a:-elearer
understanding of the relationship between lang x;e and intelligence than
we now have. s .

One other feature of th nativebspeaker study which bears comment at o
this point is the judgment of difficulty by the c:vdidates themselves. 4
At the time of :the test, the subjects were asked t{§ check those items )
which seemed unusually difficult or confusimg. AIA-, they were asked to

!

~

a 3‘£oint scale with 1 being the most difficult. Fo\ the réading items .
which wete the most difficult, the percent of candiddtes wio indicated :
difficulty ranged from a low of 1.6 to as high as 22\2. On the test- as, Tl
a.whole, the reading section was also considered to be\the post diffi- N
cult by the native speakers. Both from the pbint of vilew of the native

speakers' -judgments of difficulty and their actual’ perf\rmance on the
test,.reading was shown to be a problem area. At least \n the Chomskyan

which are playing a role here. We can only conclude that\\ ge factors,
however they may eventually be describeds ferm part of wha we know as , -,
intelligence. , R m{ ‘ \*

One final o rvation on the results of the -native spen'er study

seems worthy of. mention. "' The strong disparity between the hig

Tower than expected performance on other sections, particu1arly reading,

seems to sypport the distinction made by a number of. researchens, most

recently Krashén (1976), between acquired and learned #kills.' Since all

s agcquire the ability .to speak and understand their native-

t must learn to read and write it, it is not an unusual, .

occurence/to find that they will perform almost to 6erfection in listen-

) bgt with: some difficulty in at least certain aspects or read-

ing and writing. .An interepting extension of this distinction would R

apply to teaching. It may be reagonable to assume that studenta can be’ i A
taught those skills in the target language which even native speakers S

much learn viz., reading and writlng. But the same degree of success: -

- may not be attainable for those skills which natives regularly acquifre:
speaking and understanding.- X
+ ' Another way in which we can approach the subject of language and w
intelligence testing is to lodk &t actual tests of each type. Among the
tests used with non-native speakers in an academic setting, two of the -+ -

'\ most knowh are the TOEEL test and the Aptitude test of the Graduate

Recoyd Examinations Board. -The TOFYL test is designed as a measure of

English proficiency and the GRE aptitude test is designed as & medsure -

of gcneral abilities necessary- for’grudubte study. But because language . 5\<;\
: ‘ . e - .o -
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i# ihe mdﬁium through which aptitude is evaluate
GRE test (the test is composed of a vgrbal secti
8 ) section), students are-often confused about this
. admissions and other personnel frequehtly use sc
the GRE as indicators of a prospective student'
scores on a'test such as TOEFL as measures of f
In-an attempt to get a clearer idea of how

) to each other, I have recently conducted a-'stud

. T 4n which I’ compared the results of scores which
. for admission made on both the TOEFL and the GR
#sndicated in Fig 1, the two tests, while not c

on at least-half of the
n and a qpantitative
distinctiou Moreover,
res on tests such as
language proficiency or
ure academic success.
hese two testd relate
at Texas A&M University
oreign students applying -
Aptitude tests. A <
pletely unrelated, do.

. not show a very high correlation.

On the basis|of this study dsing

n both tests was .53 As might be expected, the correlation between’
the TOEFL scores and the GRE verbal portion of the test (.55) was
- higher than that between the TOEFL and the GRE §uantitative scores (. 31)
. Valtdation of this fact can be found among the ny féreign students
. who, are extremely prficient in mathematical skills despite a lack of

scores of 91 students, the corzelation coeffici¢nt for the tata) .scores

a4

. proficiency in.English. . \ ;
— »
- Figure 1. ’
Performance on TOEFL and GRE titudg < ‘
d GRE _ .- GR * ".GRE
. . , TOEFL, - TOTAL “VERB, QUANTITATIVE -
- R . 4 B % ?
~ TORFL /1.00 .532 « .550 311, ‘
\ TOTAL 532 1,00 .629 .854 L
\ ' GRE ~ ‘ ‘ *C .
, VERBAL .550 ) .629 1.00 .134 v
A Ld
‘ " GRE" - . ) . ) :
: QUANTITATIVE  .311_ .854 , |, .134 1.00 .
\ ! | ‘ .

The mean score for the 91 subjects on the TOEFL test was 544
(SD = 68.6), -on the GRE-verbal- 338 (SD = 81), GRE quan;itative 604
(SD & 121.4) and GRE total 942 (SD = 154.8).

»
4
N

-

‘ S
/’( All correlation coefficientslare\significant at the .0001 level .
,*.,_aaeept these indicated by ‘an asterisk. ' The .311 coefficient is signi-
. ficant at the-.0l level butqthe .134 coefficient is not significant. °

-
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* - «~ A scytter plot of theSe 91 pairs of scores gives a similar

representation of how the two tests relate. But, by dividing the graphs

1nﬁo quadrants to indicate pigh and low scores for each of the two tests

a1 even clearer picture g@erges (Figu )., - - .
- ) . Figure 2 . . . Y
e . Comparison of High and Lq§ Scofes _

A. TOEFL -- GRE Verbal

B © High ToEFL / " High TORFL - .
T+ to Y _ Low GRE. .- ~  High GRE ‘ ‘ -
41 / . 4
/ N .
J ' / - f o
> . 'Low TOEFL / . Low TOEPL ‘ v
lLow GRE / _High GRE~ - o .o
46 0 . - S
- y. - - ! ’

. ce . B. TOEFL -- GRE Total ‘ ' : -

High TOEFL ° °  * High TOEFL .
.o . LoWwGRE High GRE . .
24 } ; -20 - A : .
- , “ .Low TOEFL -  Low TOEFL : N .
\ VA . 16 - .

‘ Wﬁggbbnly the GRE verbal scores are compared with the TOEFL sults
.. there are no cases of persons with low langauge and high apt tude scores.
And all but 4 of the 91 pairs of scores are in the liow GRE range, almost T
- .evenly divided between those with high and low TOEFL scores. - ‘Incredsed *
. language proficiency geems to have little effect on the GRE aptitude
.+ scores, at least for non-native speakers. When the quantitative scores
' are added a more’ linear pattern appears. Sixteen of the- ninq;y—one
‘pairs of dgcores appedr in the low TOEFL~high GRE range. And twenty
. with high TOEFL scores @also fall wtthitn the high GRE ‘range. Again the
- low GRE Bcores are divided almast evenly betweensthe two TOEFL groups. . ,
Clearly, the addition of the quantita;ive factor.p¥oduces .a much ' .
+  balanced array of GRE sqeres This is further confirmed by the !/ ’
" correlation between’ the scores on'fhe quantitaeive portion and’ the total
GRE scores while ohly a .63 correlaxion-was found betweep .the scores on ° _
<. the verbal portion and the tqtal GRE-scores (Fig. 1). *
. If we look. at tests such.as the (TOEFL and the GRE aptitude from the”
* . point of view of their conterft we find a number .of .differences which’
* explain to a lirge extent the variation in thd scores found in my study. v
* " These differences appeat in three main areas:- item _types, quantity of , ' -
. material on which test items are based, and the time allowed for the ,
.\ candidate to take the test~. As far as item types 'are concerned both
+ 'tests are of thé multiple choice variety. And some item such as ‘those

Y

‘related to atening comprehension on the TOEFL do not - apply to ‘the"GRE.
) But where they\are moré closely related {i.e., jin teading and vopabulary,
Laan THRY ’, / " -
. . L ) 'J.dl’ 3 -— -
’-\ - 2 .
o B {" [ v
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g . the tasks presented to -the-student are decided&f divergent. Vocabulary
+. v {18 tested dh the TOEFL by asking the student to choese a synonym for a«
RPN word in context. Reading is tested by asking the student to answer .
. questions referring to passages ranging from 2 or 3 sentences to no mote

than ‘abopt 150 words. -Vecsbulary is ustd 'in those items on the GRE
which attempt to test relationships €related ,pairs of words) including
.ppposites. Reading is tested on the GRE also by asking the céndidate‘to~
ansver questions referring to given passages., But -the passages are much
’ lgager and much more complex. : : Tt .o
- - My examination of one sample GRE aptitude test showed that it con- .
tained 6 consecutive reading passages ave;ag!‘g 420 wotrds .in length and
Ly 1,2 additional passages hater in the tést averaging 463 words in length.
' Also the type of questions asked in -reference-to"the passages were '

primarily of the inferehtial type. A sample are the following: ~ g “\.‘
. . 1. The author i8 most concerned with answering which of \\\
_ ' the following questions?’- - L - :
-, . 2. The author's approach to his subject tan best bé

ﬁpﬂﬂa_,;»¢7’aéséribed as . . . )
/ o .

. NG
3, The style and content of the passage suggest that it

was excerpted from . ... v . ] - N
4., Which of the following words best expresses the underlying °
_,  : theme of the passage? .
‘ Voo 5. Whichygpf the following 1s least consist'si-m: with a belief
. . -in détetninism as the author defines the term? -

6. The tone of the author's conclusions can bestfﬁe described
as one of . . . o - y
. 7. With which of the following statements would the author
_ most likely agree? . - o Coh -
A & The time alloted to complete the items on the two tests i1s'almost
the same if we consider only the yerbal_pdntian of the GRE. That Bection .
of the test contains 130 items to g dene in 100 minutes or 44 seconds
per item. The Reading and Vocabulary section of the TOEFL coftalins 60
‘. items fo -be done in &5 hinutes or 45 seconds. per item. But given the
much longer passages and the incredsed complexity of the vocabulary and
“raading items 'on the GRE, time dan easily be listed as a problem for the
., non-native speaker when taking the GRE;aptitude test. - ] n
One possible problem with the Texas A&M study is the question of the
time internal between the adminigtration of the two tests. . The maximum
time span used in the study was 2 genths. All of . the 91 subjecys had
taken both the TOEFL and' the GRE aptitude test within a pericd of no more
-+~ than 2 honths.? Most likely this fac or\iid not affect the résults a

»

§, great deal pindé 26 of the Bubjects hid itaken both tests'in the same
.+ + _’'month, Of the remaining 65 subjects 3§ had taken the tests one month
apart (of these 24 had taken TOEFL fins—\anﬂ 15 the GRE-first) and orly
; 26 had actually taken the tests as much. P‘Z months apart (18 had taken
\\;—‘TOEFL first and 8 the GKE first). , | ) R
‘ The TOEFL research ‘committee has recfitly approved a é%udy‘!imilar .
to my own at Texas ASM but-which will be hoke comprehensive both in
' terms of the number of subjects and the tdst'used,’ Moreoyggl_zhi pos-
* _ sible problem of time should be eliminat ) ving subjects take the

". tests in question wjthin‘é very sHort peripd. ‘Specificaldy, the study
will have as subjects 300 foreign greduate studepts who will take both * .,

» the TOEFL and the GRE gptitude test an@ 300-foreign undergraduates who

, f\) . , -
100 ' ’

it




will take the TOEFL and ‘the Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) of the . -
College Entrance Examination Board.\ Also,  the dergraduates will -take
the Tegt of Standard Written Engl¢sh. (TSWE), 2 fairly new test designed
to measure basic writing skillg. Since this latter test is not designed
fot non-native speakers, the results achieved y such subjects will '*.
provide informationm, about#fhe qsefglnepswyf the TSWE for measurifg pro-
- ficiency in Englysh as a second language. An additional feature of this .
study will be the attempt to give an evaluation of the appropriateness P
of tests such as the GRE and the SAT based on examination of the tests by ..
- selectéd ESL-specialists, s . . s .. '
This study as described will be carried out during the current .. £
spring and-summer with a report of the findings availabhke by late 1977.
In ‘general, the results of my study relating the TOEFL.and GRE tests‘'as -
well as the hypothesis behind the larger scale study to be carried out - -
by ETS would seem to be that tests such as the GRE are inappropriate for
“non-native speakers.. Fuythermore, the ndture of such tests as aptitude
‘measures render them as inadequate devices for determining language .
proficiency, particularly in a second language context. . ST
But what abeut the question of intelligepce factors As meagured by .
tests using the students' own language or tests vhich do not depend
strictly on language? In a paper entitled "ThélRelatio3:hip Betyeen
" Foreign Language Proficiency and Various Psycholdgical Variables' Mats
Oskarssén, (1975).has. reported on a-project in Sweden which ‘attempted to’
examine ,the relationship between sefond language proficiency (English)
‘and various intelliggnce factors sych as_general verbal comprehension,
ability to drgw logical conclusiods and ability to perceéive gpatial !
relations. Although the iiézlli nce tests were conducted in Swedish, ~

L

]

- the pative, language of the: ptudenits, their relationship wigh the language
- tests was not very great. e highest correlation coefficient achieved
(.37) was between the Eentencef&ombining portion of the English' language
test and the section of, the iytelligence test_using opposites. All

other coefficients were lower), )

some as low as .13,

In another potFion'of the same study reading comprehension skilis
were compated with thé same battery of intelligence tests. Although’ the
overall correlgtion coefficients are| once again fairly low, it is .
interesting to note that ene test, that which- testéd induction and logic, °
Seemed to relate much more to rgading proficiency than any of the others

" (.67). Oskarsson's con¢lusion,. shat' "success on reading comprehension
tests consisting of texts foiloweg;py multiple--choice questions is to
spme;: 1f not a-large, extent dependent on inqutivg and logical reasonin
abilities" would seem to support some of our earlier comments with regar
to the results of the/TOEFL native speaker study. -

", The Oskarsson study also compared the English test results with
those from a number of tests evaluating certain personality traits.
again the correlafion coefffcients were low but_the one interesting
relationship;is shown in the negative correlation (-.33) between th
English lan age test scores and those on the test of 'deliberateness. . .
This would Seem td indicate that the person who is more deljiberate or *:> .
careful abdut us né a secdnd language will be least successful in/doing
s0. In testing terms Oskarason cites this as evidence that the person
"Who tends to yohder for too long over which option to pick in multiple
choice items is more likely to go wrong than the person who acts on . . ,
impui®e." \ ) : .. y '
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¥n sumpary, then; we have se A how intelligence factors and 1anguage,, T .

fdctors overlap in tests dedignedjto: measure language or fqtetligence‘
This 1s no doubt a reflection of /the n(tual {nCetplay of auch factors
within the human brain. But the problem-copes *h when we maké judgments = . T,
about language ‘on the: basis of test data which are primarily directed
toward evaluating intelligence or vice—versa. Despite the ovetlap, the
-« two are not ‘the same. As Glucksberg and Danks (1975) have wisely, stated,
v ._"conceptyal competence cannot be~4nﬁhrred f*om 1ingut§tic .competence
.alome.” . % . : .
. .  Much more investigation is geeded of tﬁe relatiodship between b . e
b language and intélligence. In particutar, what is needed is joint ’
research on this question by linguists, psychologists\and speclalists’ )
in measuremént. Gilven ,our present knowledge, however,! we can only “ ~_
wonder whether from an administrator s point of view (&« misSions and e ’
placement in particular) the number of tests frequently gequired o} ' &
non-native.speakers helpg or higders the attempt to arrive. at a meaning- )
_ ful description of either linguistic 'or inteilectual competence. Like- . - y '
S wise, from-the point of view of the students who' take these tests the
. purpose and scope of theése variou tests 1s not clhar. Put maqre | .
T sucqintly, the title of this paper represents the problem--language ' ’ -8
testing and inte11igen¢e testing friends or foes? g ' '
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